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ABSTRACT

The introductory section of this integration study
discusses: the purposes ot the study, empnasizing the assessment of
the effects of integration on the acacdemic achievement, attitudes,
and aspiration s of both minority and majority children; the agencies
doing tne study; the historical background of the study: the sampling
procedures and summary characteristics of the children selected as
subjects; the techniques by which the children ave being evaluated;
the proposed methods of data analysis to be applied; the funding of
the project; and, the accessibility to the infornation collected of
the interested public, emphasizing the protection of privacy afforded
by their procedures. An analysis of the '"questionnaire on experience
of elementary school teachers with school desegregation,"
administered from Septetber 196€¢ to March 1968, and a continuation of
the analysis of the questionnaire aata are provided. A summary of the
analysis of a survey of parent attitudes toward schools, which
involved interviews with almost 1200 patents during the spring and
suamer of 1969, is also provided. [ The questionnajre in this study
vill not be legible in hard copy because of th2 size of the print.)
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THE RIVERSIDE SCHOOL INTEGREGATION STUDY
WHAT IT IS, HOW IT STARTED, AND WHAT IT HOPES TO ACCOMPLISH

The thing that ls disturbing to so many of us is the suddenness of L
change. In the present [nstance, we are experiencing & glgantic -
clvil rights movement which s engulfing the entire nation. Overs
night comnunities all across the country are having to re«think .
through thelr responsibilities to people. RlIverside Is not slone

in this great soclal revolution, nor can It hepe ‘o turn its hesd
and pretend that change will not take place here.

£EDO 428353

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY?

_ The primary purpose of the study is to evaluate the cffaczts of
integration on the minority and majority students In the Riverside Unified B
Schools. In particular, the oxtent to which Integration contributes to R
acedemic achlevement, attitudes, and aspirstions of the children involved
s being extensively explored., The effects of matarials, activities, and
in=service truining progrems developed to facillitote Integration constitute
another focal point. Furthermore, the voluminous amount of data being
collected over & perlod of years will altow other pertinent studles.

WHO 1S DOING THE STUOY?

: The Riverside School Integration Study Is & Joint project of the
Riverside Unlfied School District and the University of Callfornle, Riversids,
epproved by the Riverside Board of Education, All research plans are dise
custed periodically at mestings of the project executive committae which
consists of representatives from the clty schools and the univers!ty.

1

HO\\'*ND THE STUDY GET STARTEOD?

A number of professors from tho Departments of Soclology, Anthropology,
Psychology, and Education at U,C.R. offered to cooperate with the admiulse
trative staff of the Riverside Untfied Schools in examining the effects of
Integration In the city schools. Together, Unlversity and School District
personne) worked out the research plen, declded on the numbar of chlldren
to study, and atked for finenclal support from several sources. The
direction of the study Is entirely under locs! control.
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WHY 1S THE STUDY NECESSARY?

integration |Is taking place throughout the United States. However,
there has bean no extensive study of the effect of Integration on at) the
children Involved. Thls study will furnish information enabling the Riverside
schools to provide better educational opportunities for all Riverside chlldren
and will also afford guidelines which mey be used by other school districts
throughout the United States which are undertaking programs of Integration,

HOW MANY CHILDREN ARE DEING STUDIED?

The original semple consisted of 660 Mexican-American, L0l Negro,
and 714 Anglo-Amerlcan children--making 1775 in totsl, By 1963, threes
years' attrition had left the sample with less than 1400 subjects. However,
at that time 307 new subjects were Included In the sample. All of these
chlldren attended public school kindergartens during 1968-1969. This
sub=sample consisted of 86 Mexican-Americ:n and 67 Negro puplls from residence
arcas formerly served by de facto segro?atod schools, and 154 Anglo-Amarican
pupiis, This newly selected group provides a comparison bose of chlldren
who have never experlenced segregation,

HOW WERE THE CHILOREN SELECTED?

Ouring the integration process, tha Riverside School Dlstrict closed
three schools that had virtually 100 per cent minority enrollment end bussed
the children throughout the distrist., The pollcy of desegregation was such
that the number of minority children within the recelving schools reflected
the ratio of minority children throughout the district. Integration of
these children occurred over 8 pertod of threa yeers (1965<1967) and followed
8 pre-arranged patteri, All of these chlldren were Inciuded In the study.

In addition, & randomly selected samplas of Anglo-Americen students In the
recelving schools was drawn, matched for grade lsvel,

IN WHAT WAYS ARE THE CHILOREN BEING EVALUATED?

Each chlld was interviewed in 1966, 1967, and 1959, Two oneshour
sesslons by tralned Interviewers were used. MNeasures of such things as
languege usage, desire to achleve, and attitudes towerd school were taken,
In eddition, academic achlevement data have been obteined as part of the
regular school testing program,

To obtaln demographic and fomily background Information, the parents
ware Interviewad Independently during the sumer of 1966, Iters to dolermine
parental perceptions of integration ¢s It relates to thelr chlld's achlavement,
his personal adjustment In sciinol, and other school activities were a1s0
Included, To obtain measures of changing perceptions, parent Interviews
“f'. solicited again !y 1967 ond 1969, - " ' 1T arve wroues 10 il
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Teacher recorded behavioral ratings of sample children help maintain
periodic evaluation, In addition, child to child relationships ere explorsd
through soctometric devices.

HOW WILL INFORMATION BE INTERPRETED?

The data allow two basic types of studles: (1) ltongltudinal, which
exanines Individual and group growth patterns over a perlod of time, usually °
a period of years, and (2) cross=sectional, which compares groups of subjects
by age, sex, experlence, ethnicity, and/or other pertinent factors at a :
spacific time, Those conducting studies will do so according to their own
backgrounds and interests. Studles conducted from different theoretical
frameworks and using different techniques are 8 bonus of Interdisciplinary

research.

WHAT IS THE FUTURE OF THE PROJECT?

It 1s hoped that the study may bs continued unti! chlldren selected
In 1966 have finished high school. This will make It possible to trace
long=term effects and to compare results after varlous periods of Integrated
experiences.

WHO (S PAYING FOR THE STUDY?

Initlal funding sources for the Riverside School Study Included
the State of Californla, Dlivision of Compensatory Education, the Rockefeller
Foundation, and the Regents of the University of California, MHajor funding
for continuing the study has come from the State of California, Division
of Compensatory Cducatlion, the Natlonal Institute of Child Health and
Huwan Development, Publlic Health Service, and the U.S. Office of Education,

HOW IS THE MONEY BEING SPENT?

The money allotted to the Rlverside School Study bas been used in
tour basic areas: (1) In-sarvice teacher tralnlng; (2) dc.2lopment of
curriculum materials; (3) collection end preparation of data; and (4) the
analysis of data and prepacation of reports. University professors directing
the project recalve nd remuneration in addition to their regular salarliet
except for the standard two months summer salary, which s caleulated at
the same rate as tha regular University pay scale, The School District Is
relmbursed fcr the time spent by school personnel on the project,

WHO WILL HAVE ACCESS TO INFORMATION COLLECTED IN THE STWDY?
persons engeged In research wi)l have atcess to information

collected, Al) of thy Information collected I3 for research purposes only
and contidentiality 1o strictly enforcod. MO names will aver be uted In
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published reports, Findings witl be presented in terms of percentages,
averages, proportions, and so forth. No Individual child or famlly can
possibly be ldentifled,

WHAT SPECIAL PROGRAMS HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED TO FACILITATE INTEGRATION?

Two distinctive contributions to the Riverside integration process
have developed out of the Riverside Study. In one, an exparimentil Iin-service
tralning program was developed In response to the basic needs for Intere
cultural understanding., In the cther, an elementary school with a relatively
high minority poputation participated in & comprehensive curriculum develope
ment program which focused upon Intercultural understanding.

It should be noted that Innumerable such studlies, tangential to
the Riverside Study, have been developed by the Schoal District, but are
not [ncluded In this summary since they were not part of the funded study.

WHAT REPORTS OF THE INTEGRATION STUDY ARE AVAILABLE?

Regular reports héve been prepared and submitted to the funding
agencles. In addition to routine information concerning the progress of
the resecarch, reports of any projects or studles sompleted have been
included. These regorts, plus others directly related to the Rivarside
Integration Study, are listed and snnotated balow. Coples of the reports
are avallable In iimited supply.

Orientation

*"Analylls of the Impact of Desegregation on the Child and His Family."
Proaress Report. RIverside: RIverside Scheol Study, June, 1966,
fontains the procedure under which the sample was seiected
and glves & brief description of the content of the measurement
Instruments (chiid and parent Interviews, soclometric measures,
and tescher ratlngs), .

lon Manusal: Rlverside and Data Libiar
Riverside: Riverside School Study, December, 1968,

’ Contains the historlical background to the study, the
research design, & 1isting and explanation of the measures used,
and the location of the dats on computer tapes and cards,

j Achievement

*darlson. Jo "Research Oesign'' Emerson Schoo! McAteer Project.'! Riverside:
Riverside School Study, October, 1968,

Presents & design for exploring Plagetian concepts and their
relotionship to echlevement and skitls sosoclated with achlevement.

.
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vgmerson School Research In Cognltive Development.' Proqress

ége t. Riverside: Riverside School Study, March, 1969,

Contalns a proposal for an experiment to test varlous
methodologlical procedures designed to "hurry up' the process of
soclalization of thought (in the Plagetian sense).

. Resesrch in Cognitive Development. Riverside: Riverside School
Study, August, 1969.

Explores the relationship of age, sex, and ethnic group
to scores on the following weasures: (1) The Raven Colored
Progressive Matrices Test; (2) The Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test; (3) The Goodenough DrawsA-Man Test; end (4) cognitlve
devalopment Items contalined 'n Interviews of Emerson School
children during the Fall of 1968 and Spring of 1963. Relation-
ships between those measures are also examlned.

The final se:tion of this report contains an experiment
deslgned to compare methods of teaching spaciel awer: ness In
relation to Plaget's concept of socla)lized thought.

J. ""The Effact of Integration on the Achlevement of Elementary
Pupils,'' Progress Report. Riverside: Riverside School Study,
March, 1969.

Reading achievement test data shows that one to three
years of attendance in desegregated schools has nelther Improved
the achlevement of minority "integrated' puplls, nor adversely
affected the achievement of ''receiving" puplis, Evidence Indlcates
that the social composition of '‘recelving'' students Is related to
the achlevement of minority students.

*
, Klelnks, C. 'Comparative Data on Raven's Progressive Matrices Test and

Th:ozeabodz P&cture Vocabulary Tes:; An Outgr:?th of the Riverside
School Study,! E;gg;gg; Report. verside: verside School
Study, March, 1969,

Corralations batween Raven and Peabody scores are reported
by sex, ethnic group, and socloaconomic level, In addition, the
effects of sex, ethnle group, and socloeconomic level on each of
these measures s exemlined.

. "Comparative Data for the Lorge-Thorndlke Intetligence Test
and Stanford Reading Test." ARliverside: Riverside School Study,
Septembor, 1969,

Contalns & three year tongltudinal exploration (reading
and 1Q) of 1966 first graders Included in the Integrution study
by ethnlc group, socloeconomic lavel, and sex,

*Purl. N, C. "Soclal Acceptance and Academic Behsvior of Desegregated

Ninority Children," ggggxglg_gggg;;. Riverside: Riverside
$choo! $tudy, March, 1968, .
- Contains preliminary soclometele findinga; favorite child,

7te.|by prade level, athale group, 1Q, echlevement, ond anxlety
(1, 11} .
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« "The Effect of Integration on the Achlevement of Elementary

Puplis." Flnal Progress Repert. RIverside: RIverside School
Study, August, 1968.

The effect of one year of desegregation on achlevement of
elementary pupils is explored. The tentative findings suggest
"ot much' has happened. One finding Indlcates that ''Integrated
(minority) children seem to achleve higher when they are grouped
with high achleving, academically orlented puplis."

D. L. "Some Tentative Inferences From Comparative Progressive
Hatrlcas Scores of Mexican-American, Negro, and Caucasien

Children," ggo%regg Report. Riverside: Riverside School
Study, June, 19

Subsequent studies have revesled & semple blas In this -,
study which Invalidates the results.

H. "Construction and Interpretation of the Achlevement Study

Basellinn,'" Proaress Report. Riverside: Riverside School Study,

August, 1967. Y
Contains a summary of achlavement data of the first

year of desegregation.

"Effect of Integration In Riverside Schoolo: A Second Year

Report." Flnal Proqress Report. Riverside: Rivarslde School
Study, Auqust, 1968.

This report lends support to the contentlon that . , .
Integration would not reduce Anglo-American achlevoment.'' The
hope that Integration would lead to Improved achievement among
minority children has not yet been substantioted, but eadditiunal
data from subsequent yesrs may reveal & trend.

Attitudes and Skills Related to Achlgvement

D. "Fleld bependence In Children as & Function of Grade, Sex,
and Ethnlc Group Membership,'t Riverside $:hool Study. Peaper
redd at the 77th Annual Convention of the American Psychologlcel
Associstion, Washington, D.C., September, 1969,

The study found muesures of fleld depondency to be the
best single predictor of chlldren's parformence on standard school
achlevement and Intelligence tests.

Gerard, H. B. '"level of Aspireation Study." Proqress Report sg the U, S,
¢« Publlc Heal . Rlverside: Rliverside School Study,

Augu!t. 9 7.

This study examines the effect on aspirations of majority
and minority children when compating against membars of thelr own
race, or the othar race, Those effects are examined with respect
to: (1) success of the child In compatition {win or 1030); (2) the
sthnlc group to which the child belongst () grade lavel; and (&) the
sex Of the child ond hip opponent, . .
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o . VA Report of a Laboratory Experiment lnvestigating the Relatione

ship Between Self-Evaluation and Subsequent Performance of Negro
Children." Progress Report to the U.$S, Publlc Health Service.
Riverside: Rlverside School Study, August, 1967,

Results show that when minority children think thelr own
poor outcome Is due to prejudice on the part of others It results
In poor performance on 8 subsequent task, Other findings may be
obtained from the report.

. ""Factors Contrlibuting to Adjustment and Achlevement.'" Pr

es
Report to the U,$, Publlc Heslth Service., Riverside: Rliverside

School Study, Hay, 1969.
Contains summarlies of elght studles focusing on attltudes

related to schievement, Including those presented at the September,
1969 mesting of the Amerlcan Psychological Association,

Mitler, N., and Zandy, J. 'Delay of Gratiflcation In Black, White, and
Mexlcan-American Elementary School Chlldren," Rivarside School
Study. Paper read at the 77th Annual Convention of tho Amerlican
Psychological Assoctation, ashington, D.C., September, 1969,
The abllity of chlldren to delay gratification both
before and after desegregation Is exsmined by sex, age, and ethnic

group.

Redfesrn, D. ‘'Loeve) of Expectation, Actual Performance, and React'ons to
Success and Fallure In Three Ethnic Groups.'" Riverside School
Study, Paper read at the 77th Annual Convention of the .\merlcen
Psychologlcal Assoclation, Washington, D.C., September, 1969.
A study of "asplrational lavel" by ethnlc group, sex, and
desegregation status (segregated and desegregated),

Yasar, €, 'Dosegregation as a factor In the Speech Habits of School
Chitdren: A Statlistical Approach.'" Rlverside School Study.
Paper resd at the 77th Annual Convention of the Americen
Psychological Assoclation, Washington, 0.C., September, 1969,

The effect of dosegregation on the average word-length

used by children Is determined from storles told before and
after desegregation. Scores are compared by ege and ethnie
group. ‘

Riverside

. Riverside:

Schoo! Study, September, |" v
This document contains @ comprehensive examination of
the soclatl forcas which led to the Intogrntlon of tho Riverside

Unlfled Sehooti. \ .

A1
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*SInger. H., ond Hendrick, 1.G. ''Total School Integration: Experiment In
Social Reconstruction,' |_Delta Keppan. Vol. XLIX, No. 3,

November, 1967, P

Contalns a short history of the desegregation process of
the Riverside Unlified Schools,

Theoretical MHodels

Bryan, D. €. 'Soclia) Categories Used by the Elementary School Teacher: A
Study in the Soclology of Knowledge.' Unpublished masters thesis,
University of Callfornla, Riverside, 1969,

Using data from the Riverside School Study, this study
addresses ltself to three questions: (1) 0o teachers share @
collective definition of social conduct which s unrelated to
the socla) characteristics of Individual teachers and to the
soclal characteristics of children being evaluated? (2) What
speciflic behavioral expectations comprise the teachers' collective
definltion of good social conduct? (3) How Importent is the
teacher's dafinition of good social conduct In predicting which
chlld:gn will t'succeed" both academically and behaviorally In
schoo

?ﬂorcor. J. R, '"issues and Dllemmas In School Desegregation: A Cese Study."
Reprinted from Western Reglonal Conference on Testing Problems,
Proceedings, May, 1968,

This report s based upon transcriptions of group Intere
views which ware held with over 100 elementary teachers and
principals of the Riverside School District during the first
summer following detegreyation, Dlscusses threa dilemmas facing
teachers (discip)ine, grading, and ablllty grouping) with respect
to Integration,

W

f )]s, Prepared for the Bureau of Intergroup Relations, Office

‘ of Compensatory Education, Department of Education, State of

l Callfornia, August, 1968,

i Contains a mode! intended to constitute the [atroductory

‘ chapters of the manual, {or describing stages of Integration and

l uses the Riverside Unified Schools to 1l1tustrate the model,

« ""Tha Meaning of Meatal Retardation.'' Progress Report. Riverside

Schoo! Study, December, 1968,

| Contalns Chapter 1 of Ihe Hentally Reterded Llving In the
Community, & book In preparation for the Special Chila Publishing
Company, Seattlia, Washington. (E€dited by R, Koth and J. Dobdson).
Osta from the Riverside | Study are clted,

. A Menual for the Evalustion of Dasegreqation in Californla Publle

L3
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eqration Facillitation

*carter. T. P. '""Preliminary Report and Evaluation of the Rlverside In-Service
institute.'" Riverside: Rivarside School Study, August, 1966,
The In-sarvice tralning consisted of seminars, both
traditional and unstructured, Intercultura) ''givs and take'
sesslons, and research, both library and fleld. Preliminary
findings are glven,

;i Casavantes, E, J.; and Fowler, C. R, '"Final Report and Evaluation.
of the Riverside In-Service Instltute.!* Rlversids: Riverside
School Study, Dacember, 1967.

Contalns hypotheses and findings of the study. Appendix A
contafng a listing of the kinds of date c¢ollected. In Appendix B,
"Toward a Typology of Teachers,' established personality dimonsions
are related to grouns of indlviduals, These groups were determined
by the scores they obtalred on other measurement Insiruments.

*Gearlng. F. 0. '"'The 'Third Culture' Strategy In the Primary Grades,'
Einal Progress Report (Addendum A)., Riverside: Rivarside Schoo!l
Study, August, 1068,

In an anthropologlcal context, this report explores the
roles of neurologlcal (psycho-motor), cognltive, and identity
development as they might be used In the elementary ¢lassroom,
Identity development Is examined most thoroughly.

*
w—emmeemee, VEmarson Exporiment: 'Desegregation to Integration!," [Final

Progreds Begg;; (Addendum B). RlIverside: RIverside School Study
August, 1968, '

i

Suggests six unlts of rtudy for the '"Third Culture' spproach.

*
"“Devaelopmental Physleal Education Progren," Elngl gregragg Report (Addendum C).
Riverside: Riverside School Study, August, 1968,

Contalns & well-developed physical education program for
Emarson £lomentary puplls,

*Green, D. "Physica) Development Report,' fﬂ;uﬂ_ﬂ;gg;iég_ﬂgznns (Addendun D).
Riverside: Rlvceside School Study, August, 1968,
Contains the results of the K-3 physical education

program at Emerson School.

*crovon. H, "Emerson School Currtculum Development.' Progress Report.
Riverside: Riverside School Study, March, 1969,
Contalins an outline of the Emerson Elementary Schoo!
"Thled Culture” curriculum,
A e\ "Currliculun Development." Riverside: Rivarside School Study,
: August, 1969,
Contalng the curriculum setertals dovaloped for the
. "Thied Culture” program at tasrson School. .
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*Relmullor, P. 'On Teachlng Folk Music In the Integrated Classroom:

Kindergarten Through Third Grade," Final Progress Report

(Addendum €), Riverside: Riverside School Study, August, 1968.
A description of the foik muslc program of Emerson School.

Shockley, L. S. 'How Did We Allow This to Happen to Our School?" Rlvef!ldﬁ!

Riverside School Study, September, 1968,
A moving account of the emergence of Emerson Elementary

School (50 per cent minority enroliment) as an innovative leader
in the development of staff and community commitment.

\' Mlscellaneous

Green, J. H. "Ractal Awareness and ldentification in Young Children.”
Riverside School Study, Paper read at the 77th Annual Conventlon
of the Amerlican Psychological Assoclation, Washington, D.C,,

| September, 1969,
' The effects of desegregation by ethnl: group and age on

| raclal awareness are examined. l

Kimbrough. J. "Toward a Conceptualization of Milltancy."" Riverside
School Study. Paper read at the 77th Annual Convention of the
American Psychological Assoclation, Yashington, D.C,, September,

1969,

Explores some of the contemporary concomitants of
militancy: estrangement, separatism, raclal hostllity, and
optimism, L e .

*
Funds for this project were gramted by the Office of Compensatory
Education, Californies State Dapartment of Educltlon. under the provisions
of the McAteer Act, , = . . :

Prepared by: co L et et
Department of Resgerch and Evaluatioﬁ . ) |
Riverside Unlfied School District - S
Riverslide, Callfornla \ ' o o
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*Purl, Mabel C.
Riverside School Study, January, 1970,

*Purl, Mabel C., &nd Curtis, Jonathan, "Analysis of the *Questionnaire on
Experience of Elementary School Teachers with School Desegregation,
September, 1966 to March, 1968.'" Riversidet Riverside School

Study, January, 1970 ! o

+Purl, Mabel C., and Curtis, Jonathan, "Continuation of Analysis of the
*Questionnaire on Experience of Elementary School Teachers with
School Desegregation, September, 1966 to March, 1968.'" Riversides

Riverside School Study, January, 1970. - R e e

‘Puri. Mabel Cey and Dawson, Judith. »A Report on the Achievement of -
‘ Hementary Pupiles in Integrated Schools.™ Riversides Riverside

s

School Study, March, 1970, i

'Purﬁ, Mabel C., and Curtis, Jonathan. "A Lock at Cgmbination Class Effects ‘

at Emerson Elementary School." Riversidet Bivepside;School Study, - .

Mayy 1970. ot e, ‘.. T ..: . SRR \
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RIVERSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICY
Riverside, Californla

DEPARTMENT OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
Janvary, 1970

Abstract
of
CONTINUATION OF ANALYSIS OF THE "'QUESTIONNAIRE ON EXPERIENCE
OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS WITH SCHOOL DESEGREGATION
SEPTEMBER, 1966 TO MARCH, 196811

This portion of the study considers four questions: (1) Do teachers
who have at least three Mexlican-American and three Afro-American students in
thelr classes feel differently about the ethnic groups than do teachers
who have fewer minority students? (2) Do experienced teachers have
different perceptions of ethnic parent groups and have different experi-
ences with problems of integration than teachers with little experience?

(3) Do teachers who maintain a single discipline standard seem to experience
fewer problems with Anglo, Afro-American, and Mexican-American chlldren

than teachers who attempt to modify the rules? (U4) Are teachers who seem

to face the most discipline problems the sama ones who feel the curriculum
needs major revision to meet the needs of the integrated classroom?

Aporopriate to question 1, we find:

Teachers with at least three Mexican-Americans and three Afro-
Americans In their classes did not feel any differently about
the ethnic groups than teachers with three or less of each
minority In thelr classes.

Appropriate to question 2, we find:

Experienced teachers have essentlally the same perceptions of
ethnic parent groups as teachers with littie experience, and

both groups face approximately the same proportion of integration
related problems.

Appropriate to question 3, we find:

’

Teachers who maintain a single discipline standard may have
fewer problemns with students,

Appropriate to question 4, we find:

A higher proportion of teachers who have the most numerous
discipline problems favor major curriculum revision than do
teachers with the least number of dlscipline problems.

'Funds for this project were granted by the Office of Compensatory
Education, Callfornia State Department of Educatlon, under provisions of
the McAteer Act.



RIVERSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Riverside, California

DEPARTMENT OF RESEARC!! AND EVALUATION
January, 1970

CONTINUATION OF ANALYSTS OF THE ''QUESTIONNAIRE ON.EXPERIENCE
OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS WITH SCHOOL DESEGREGATION
SEPTEMBER, 1966 TO MARCH, 1968"

HcAteer Project MS=14

Submitted by:

MABEL C. PURL, Fh.D.
Olirector
Research and Evaluation

JONATHAN CURT$S
Research Assistant

E. RAY BERRY
Superintendent




CONTINUATION OF ANALYSIS OF THE '"'QUESTIONNAIRE ON EXPERIENCE
OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACHERS WITH SCHOOL ?ESEGREGAT!ON
SEPTEMBER, 1966 TO MARCH, 1968"

Further analysis of the TO1 questionnaire on "Experience of
Elementary School Teachers with Szhool Desegregation, September, 1966
to March, 1968," has provided information which Is now added to the
original report. The questions of concecrn and their analyses follow.

1. Do teachers who had at least three Mexican-Amer!can and
three Afro-American students in their classes.feel differently
about the ethnlc groups than teachers who had fewer? minority
students?

The semantic differential of teacher perczptions of ethnically
different parental groups and items 46, 47, and 48 from the TOl question=-
naire seem appropriate to this question. {tems 46 and 47 indicate whether
or not teachers favor school integration of Mexican=Americans and Afro-
Americans respectively. Item 48 indicates whether or not a teacher feels
substantial curriculum changes are necessary to best fulfill the needs of
each ethnic group.

Item 4 of the TOl questionnaire specifles the number of children
of each ethnic group in the teacher's class and provides the basis for
catcgorizing the groups of interest to this question.

Analysis of the factor scores> assoclated with the semantic dif-
ferential {Hotelling's T2) shows no significant difference (g >.05)
between groups, Furthermore, chi square tests of ltem 47 (X¢ = ,41)
and Item 48 (x2<:,4|) indicate again no significant differences {p3-.05)
between these two groups. The contingency table assoclated v.ith item 46
had two cells with frequencies less than 5. Thus, no ctatistical test
was performed,

In summary, the two groups:

A. DIid not differ with respect to the semantic differential. (This

means that the two groups perceive parents fn approximately the
same way.)

'Funds for this project were granted by the Office of Compensatory
Educatlon, Californla State Department of Education, under provisions of
the McAteer Act,

2Fe:wer minority students Is defined as three or less of each
minority provided the total minority does not exceed flve,

3The factor structure of the semantic differential is given on pp.4-7.
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B. DId pot differ in support of school inteqration for Mexican-
Amer Icans or Afro-Americans., (99 per cent of the teachers
who had more than three Mexican=Americans and three Afro~ :
Americans In their classes favored Integration for Mexican-
Americans, 82 per cent favored Inteqration for Afro-Americans,
93 per cent of the teachers with three or less of each minority
favored Integration for Mexican-Americans, 81 per cent favored
inteqration for Afro-Amerlicans.)

C. 2id not differ with respect to the necessity of revising the
curriculum to accommodate ethnic differences. (20 per cent
of those teachers with three Mexlcan-Americans and three Afro-
Americans in their classes favored major revision of the
curriculum, In the other group 17 per cent favored revision,)

The group factor score means, mean differences, and variances may
be found in Table | and the contingency tables for items 46, 47, and 48
are shown In Table 2 in the Appendix,

2, Do experienced teachers have different perceptions of ethnlic

parent groups and have different experiences with problems
of integration than teachers with little experience?

Experienced teachers are defined, for this study, as those with six
or more Years of experience, Inexperienced teachers are defined as those
with three or less years of experience., Teackers with two or less years
of experience were originaily considered in defining i{nexperienced teachers;
however, this made the sample size too small to deal with statistically.
Even with an extra year of experience adcded only 24 teachers were {dentified
for the Inexperienced group, This fs in contrast to the 152 teachers of
the sample identified as experienced.

The factor scores assoclated with the TO! semantic differential
were used to comparg the groups on parental perceptions. The statistical
test (Hotelling's T%) shows no significant differences (p >.05) between
the teacher groups. Thus, experienced end !nexperienced teachers do not
differ appreciably In parental perceptions. Table 3 presents the means,
mean differences, and variances of the factor scores of experienced and
inexperienced teachers and may be found in the Appendix.

ttems th, 15, 22, and 2% are used as indicators of integration
problems. These items specify the following problems: (14) lower
academic standards since integration, (15) lower behavioral standards
since integration, (22) lower grades since integratlon, and (23) objections
to busing to schools outside the neighborhood. Hotelling's T2 (p>..05)
again indicates no significant differences between the groups. Thus,
experienced and Inexperlenced teachers encounter approximately the same
number of inteqratlon problems identified above. Table 4 presents the
meens, mean differences, and varliances of experienced and Inexperierced
teachers for items 14, 15, 22, and 23 of the TOl questlonnairz, It may
be found in the Appendix.
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3. Do teachers who maintain a single discipline standard
experience fewer problems with Anqlo, Afro-American,
and Mexican-American children than teachers who attempt
to modify the rules?

ltems 5, 6, 16, 18, 19, 20, 24, 27, 29, 32, 33, 35, 36, and 37
were used to Igdlcate problems with children. Two statistical analyses
(Hotelling's T¢) were conducted, The first seven Items were tested In
the first analysis, and the second seven items in the second. Frequencies
for each of three ethnlc groups were available for each ftem, Thus, a
test for group differences on 21 means (3 groups X 7 Items = 21) was
performed In each analyslis. Both analyses Indicate the groups do differ
(F = 7.218, 21 and 233 d.f.), but not on any Individual item., Therefore,
some other combination(s) of Item mean differences account(s) for the
difference,

Means, mean differences, and variances may be found iIn Table 5 of
the Appendlix,

Jeachers who maintain a single disclipline standard may have fewer
problems with students regardless of ethnic _qroup. This Is suggested by
the fact that 29 means of a possible 42 are smaller for teachers who
maintaln a single discipline standard.

L, Are teachers who face the most discipline problems the
same ones who feel the curriculum needs major revision
to meet the needs of the integrated classroom?

The sum of scores on items 32, 33, 36, and 37 was used to rank
teachers according to the number of discipline problems they faced.
These items specify the following problems: (32) 'you can't make me
do it" attitude, (33) threatening student responses, (36) problems which
made it Impossible for the student to conform to standard behavioral
expectations, and (37) students seriously disruptive In class. Ihe
highest 20 per cent of these teachers and the lowest 17 per cent’ were
selected for comparison with respect to major curriculum revision,

A test of prOportions2 (p<.05) indicates the groups are different,
Most teachers, regardless of the number of discipline problems encountered,
did_not favor malor curriculum revision. However, a8 higher proportion
(28 per cent vs. 13 per cent) of teachers who have the most numerous
discipline p;oblems favor malor curriculum revislon than teachers with
the least nurber of discipline problems.

IThe per cent associated with the lower group is not the same as
the per cent associated with the high group because tied scores made
cut off points of 20 per cent Impractical,

2The formula for significant differences betw:zen proportions may

be found in Computatlonal Handbook of Statistics, J. Bruning and
B, Kintz, Scott, Foresman and Co. {1968) p. 199,
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Factor enalysls was used in thls study to identify underlying
factors of the TOl questionnalre semantic differential and to simpllify
tests for differences between comparison groups.

What is factor analysis? It is a technique which takes a number
of variables {(measures) and expresses them In a new set of varlables,
fewer In number than the original set, that ''hang together'' well. It
indicates which tests or measures can be added together. Thus, factor
analysis is another method of reducing data to make relationships more
cogent and useful.

A factor is a hypothetical construct which presumably underlies
performance on a measuring Instrument, A number of factors have been
found to underiie Intelligence, for example: abstract reasoning, verbal
ability, numerical ability, and others, Similarly factors have been
tdentifled for attitude, personality and other measures.

The factors of the TQ! questionnalre semantic differential and
the bipolar items important' in defining the factors are glven below.

Think of the 18 bipolar items of the semantic differential as
being numbered 1«18 for the Anglo heading, 19-36 for the Mexican~American
heading, and 37-54 for the Afro-American heading. The Items below refer
to these numbers.

Factor I2 ~ Mexfcan=American Parental Achievement Press-=-
School Attitude Dimension

ltem Content

19 understands school program

22 pushes child to achieve

23 helps with school work

25 friendly toward school

27 easy to contact

29 high aspirations for children

32 concern about child's school performance
34 respons ive to teacher suggestlions

IOnly items with loadings greater than .4 were used in determining
factor names.,

2It Is Important to realize that the factor names are only suggestive
of the factor content; thus, other names may be as appropriate.

O
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Factor 2 - Anglo Parental Achievement Presse=
School Attitude Dimension

It Content
| understands school program
4 pushes child to achieve
5 helps with school work
7 friendly toward school
1 high aspirations for children
4 concern about child's school performance
16 respons ive to teacher suggestlions
17 powerful in community
Factor 3 - Afro-American Parental Achievement Press--
School Attitude Dimension
ltem Content
37 understands school program
4o pushes child to achlieve
4y helps with school work
L3 friendly toward school
Ly backs teacher discipline
4s easy to contact
L7 high aspirations for children
50 concern about child's school performance
52 responsive to teacher suggestlons

Factor 4 - Minority (MA and AF-A)' Power-s
Activity Dimension

ltem Content

28 aggressive toward school (MA)
30 active in school affalrs (MA)
35 powerful in community (MA)

48 active In school affairs (Af-A)
53 powerful in community (Af-A)

IThe following abbreviations are used .for this section of the study:
A-Anglo, MA-Mexican-American, and Af-A--Afro-merican,
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factor 5 - Anglo/Mexican~American Integration Dimension

Jtem Content
2 ethnic assimilation (A)
6 busing (A)
15 integration policy support (A)
20 ethnic assimilation (MA)
24 busing (MA)
33 integration policy support (MA)

Factor 6 - Afro-American Power-=
Integration Dimension .

ttem Content

38 ethnic assimilation

39 ‘ability to influence school policy
aggression toward school

51 integration policy support

53 powerful in community

5h makes demands on schoo!

Factor 7 - Minority (Af-A and MA) Schoo} Assistance Dimension

| tem Content

31 assists with field trips (MA)
36 maknas demands on school (MA)
L9 assists with field trips (Af-A)

Factor 8 = Anglo School Support Dimension

jtem Content
8 backs teacher discipline
9 easy to contact

Factor 9 - Anglo Power~-Activity Dimension

| tem fontent
3 able to influence school policy
10 aggress lve toward school
12 active Iin school affairs
17 powerful in community

18 makes demands on school
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Factor |0 - Mincrity (Af-A and MA) Knowledge of School Program

Dimension
1 tem ontent
19 understands school program (MA)
37 understands schooi program (ufen}

Factors of the semantic differential bring feacher perceptions of
parental ethnic differences into focus once again. The first three
factors suggest that the achievement press«~school attitude dimension,is
uniquely perceived for each ethnic group. Although the items defining
each of these factors are approximately the same, teachers associate
them In a different way for each ethnic group, Furthermore, factors L
and 9 {llustrate unique Anglo and minority power-activity dimensions.
These facts, once again, suggest rhat teachers see parents of different
ethnic groups in a different light, Another unique finding Is that
teachers percelve integration as a rather pure factor for Anglos and
Mexican-Americans, but perceive a power=-integration dimension for
Afro-Americans., This suggests that power and Integration are inextricably
assoclated with teacher perceptions of Afro-American parents,

Factor analysis has allowed us to isolate dimensions associated
with the TO1 questionnaire semantic differential and to use the resulting
factor scores to simplify tests of differences botween comparison groups.

The following procedure was used in determining the factors.

From the 54 bipolar semantic differential responses for each
teacher (all three semantic differentials were used), an initial factor
analysis was generated with liberal constraints, The number of factors
in the final solution was determined by the smaller of 18 factors and
the number of factors associated with eigen values greater than .5.
Thirteen factors were generated as a resuit. A fairly definite gap In
eigen values was noted between the 10th and 11th factors. Thus, a new
set of 10 factors was generated which formed the basis of factors and
factor scores used in this study,

'Part | of the TO1 questionnalre analysis described dlfferences of
teacher perceptions of athnic parental groups.
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TABLE 2

CONTINGENCY TABLE FOR ITEMS 46, 47 AND 48

integration for integration for Curriculum
Hexican-Americans | Afro-Americans Reviston
Category
Did Not pid Not 01d Not
Favored Favor Favored favor Favored Favor
Gl 75 | 70 15 18 72
Gz sh 4 48 L " 52
Note:

Gl « teachers who had at least 3 Hexican-Amerlcans and 3 Afio-

Amerlcan students in their classes.

G, = teachers who had 3 or less of each mlnority in thelr
classes,

These categories refer only to teachers who responded to items
L6, 47, and 48 of the TO) questionnaire. Any teacher not answering
a particular Item or who answared with no opinion was not used in
the analysis for that particular Item. For this reason, the fre-
quencies of G| and Gz are different for each ltem,
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TABLE 4

MEANS, MEAN O1FFERENCES, AND VARIANCES OF EXPER{ENCED AND
INEXPERIENCED TEACHERS' RESPONSES ON ITEMS V4, 15, 22,
AND z3 OF THE TO! QUESTIONNAIRE

Experienced | Inexperienced
Teachers Teachers
MNesn .
Item Di fferance varionce
Hean Mean

I, Acadenlc stondards loc:

since Integration 0.526 1.000 <0,474 1.548
t5. Discipline standards lower

since integration 0.368 0.455 -0.086 1.307
22, firades tower since

Integration 0.784 0.364 0.420 6.320
23, Objections to busing 0.731 0.121 0.610 5.04S




TABLE 5

MEANS, MEAN DIFFERENCES, AND VARIANCES OF PROBLEMS TEACHERS
EXPERIENCE WITH CH!LOREN FOR TEACHERS WITH THE MOST
PROBLEMS AND TEACHERS WITH THE LEAST PROBLEMS

Most Least "
Problems | Problems ean
ttem bifference Variance
Mean Hean
5. Child's life experience so limlted
it created a learning probiem,
MA 0.4859 0.2796 0.2063 0.7305
Af-A 0.7887 0.5699 0.2188 2.430
6. Child's vocabulary so limited it
created a tearning problem,
A 0.4437 0.4301 0.0136 1.1667
16, Children who clalmed you did not
treat them fairly,
MA 0.1408 0.0968 0,04l 0.2374
Af-A 0.3380 0.9785 -0.6405 2.6426
18, Chlldren who called HA students by
namas with ethnic connotations.
A 0.8521 1.2796 =0,4275 L.9554
Af-A 0.3803 0.4839 «0,1036 0.8356
19. Chlldren who called A students by
names with ethnlc connotations,
A 0.9296 0.6022 0.3274 2,4016
MA 0.7183 0.8710 -0,1527 1.7218
Af<A 0.2042 0.3763 -0,1721] 0.4588
20. Children who called Af-A students
by names with ethnic connotatlions
HA 0.3380 V.38 «0,0491 0.7032
24, Children with {ow standards of
cleanliness.
MA 0.3310 0.301) 0.0299 0.4936
Af-A 0.2676 0.8925 -0.6249 1.2393
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TABLE 5--Continued

Most Least
Problems | Problems Mea:l
Item " Difference Variance
Mean Mean
27. Chitdren from homes In which
irregular hours and habits
interfered with school work,
A 1.3803 0.7742 0.6061 4.2305
HA 0.6620 0.2258 0.4362 0.9272
Af-A 1.0141 0.8495 0.1646 2,0681
29. Children who took money, school
supplies, or food from other
children,
A 0.6056 0.9355 =0,3299 2.1611
MA 0.5211t 1.0538 -0,5326 2.3784
Af-A 0.7042 1.5161 -0.8119 1.7974
32, Children with & '‘you can't make
me do It'' attitude.
A 0.4577 0.8602 -0,402Y% 1.0061
HA 0.4789 0.3548 0.1240 1.1362
Af-A 0.6268 1,5806 -0.9539 2.8406
33. Children who, on one or more
occasions, responded Iin a
threatening manner.
MA 0.7606 1.3763 -0,6158 4,0759
Af-A 0,514 0.5806 -0,0666 0.8846
35. Children for whom It was necessary
to modify usual academic
expectations.
A 1.1479 0.8602 0.2877 2,5L54
36. Children for whom It was necessary
to modify usual behavioral
expectations.
A 0.5282 1.1398 -0.6116 5.2642
Af-A 0.7606 0,559 0.2014 1.205¢
37. Children seriously disruptive
in class,
A 0.2676 0.5806 -0.3130 0.5600
M 0.4789 0.6129 =0, 1340 0.9592
Af-A 0.4507 0.6774 «0,2267 1.7660
Note:
The foltowing abbreviations are used for this table: A--Anglo,

HAeeMexican-Amaricon, Af-A«sAfro-American.
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RIVERSIDE UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
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DEPARTMENT OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
Janvary, 1970

Abstract
of
ANALYS IS OF THE "QUESTIONNAIRE ON EXPERIENRE OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 1
TEACHERS WITH SCHOOL DESEGREGATION, SEPTEMBER, 1966 TO MARCH, 1968

This report tackles four questions: (1) Are the teachers who think
Integration is not the answer for Mexican-American children the same ones
who think It {s not the answer for Afro-American children? (2) Do teachers
who do not think Integration Is the answer for Mexlcan~Americans or Afro-
Amaricans report different expariences with these children than other
teachers? (3) Do teachers see Anglo, Mexlcan<American, and Afro-Americen
parents differently on the sementic differential? (L) What are the relation-
ships between the severity of integration problems by school and each of
the following : nunber of children bused to each school, the soclo-econcmlc
level of each school, and the number of responding teachers nuot favoring
integration?

Appropel | ), we d:

Most teachers who did not favor integration for Mexican-Americans
also did not favor Integration for Afro-Americens,

Most teachers who dld favor Integration for Afro-Amerlicans did
favor integration for Mexican-fmericans.

to lon 2, ve find:

Teachaers who favor Integration report different experiences with
minority children than teachers who do not favor integration.
However, no single Item considered accounts for this difference.

la stl ind:

Yeachers very clearly perceive parents of dlfferent ethnic groups
differently,

Appropriete to question U, we fiod:

No verifled relationship exists between the severity of integration
problems by school and the number of children bused to each school

or the soclo-economic level of each school or the number of responding
teache.rs who do not favor integration.

'runds for this project were gronted by the Office of Compensatory
€ducation, California State Department of fducation, under provisions of
the McAteer Act.
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ANALYS IS OF THE "QUESTIONNAIRE ON EXPERIENCE OF ELE4ENTARY SCHOOL i
TEACHERS WiTH SCHOOL DESEGREGATION, SEPTEMBER, 1966 TO MARCH, 1968"

The questionnaire used for thls analysis, 'Questionnalra on Experlience
of Elementary School Teachers with School Desegregation, September, 1966 to
March, 1968," was developed by Dr. Jane Mercer based on problems mentioned
by the teachurs In the '"buzz'' sessions held curing.the summer of 1967, as
part of the Riverside School Study. {t was designed %o gain comparative
information on teachers! problems with children and parents of each ethnic
group. The questionnalire was distributed In spring 1968, to the 278 elemen-
tary school teachers who had sample chlidren In thelr classes. Two hundred
sixty-five of the quastionnalires were returned,

The questionnaire may be found In Appendix A of thls report and
subsequently will be refarred to as questionnaire Y01, Data pertinent only
to the 1967-1968 school year were used.

The questions to be answered follow,

1. Are the teachers who think inteqration Is not the aaswer for

Mexican-American children the ssme ones who think It is not
the answer for Afro-Americen chlidren?

Item L6 and 47 are pertinent to this question, Any teacher not
completing both questions was not used In this frequency table, [n additlon,
no subject marking 'no opinton' was used. Thus, 203 of the 265 questlonnaires
were used.

Teachers were divided Into four categorles: Category A, consisted
of teachers who favored Integration for Mexican-Americans, A3 &f those who
did not favor iIntegration for Mexican<Americans; B| cons istel of teachers
who favored Integratlion for Afro-Americans, and B, of those who did not
favor Integration for Afro-Americans,

Thus ¢

Varlables: A: MexicaneAmericans (MA)
A| favored Integration for MA
Az dld not favor Integration for MA

8: Afro-Americans (AA)
B‘ favored Integration for AA
82 did not favor Integration for AA

'runds for this project were granted by the Office of Compensatory
Educatlion, Collifornla State Departwent of Education, under provisions of
the McAteer Act,

Q
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Table 1 shows that 169 teachers of the 203 sampied teachers (more
then 83 per cent) favored Integration for both Afro-American and Mexican=
American (A|B ). It may be further noted that teachers who did not favor
integration f&r Mexican-Americans also tended not to favor integration for
Afro-Americans~-seven of the 11 t2achers (64 per cent) who did not favor
integration for Mexlcan-Americans also did not favor integration for Afro-
Americans, On the other hand, nearly 77 per cent (23/30) of those teachers
who did not favor integration for Afro-Americans favored integration for
Mexicsn-Amerlicans, Thus, there is a tendency for those who do not favor
integration for Afro-Americans to favor integration for Mexican-Americens.

TABLE )
FREQUENCY CHART

— — _—_ _ _— - — |
Category Bl B2
A' 169 23
Az ] 7
Note:

The numbers in the boxes
indicate the frequency for each
category, l.e..Alaz = 23 teachers.

2. Do teachers who do not think integration {s the answer for
Hexlcan-Americans or Afro-Americans, report different experiences

with these children than other teachers?

The category of those who favor integration is now defined as those
teachers ossociated with category A'BL above (169). The category of those
n

who do not favor integration [s defined as those teachers associated with
34 in all), Thus, those who do not favor

categories A,B8,, A, 8., and A8, (

integration *o; eIGhel Hex!caﬁ-&mericans or Afro-Americans or both represent
the category "not for Integration,'" This grouping was necessary to provide
an adequate number of responses In the 'not for Integration' category to
allow meaningful analysls.

There are 29 items which deal with teacher experiences with children
(48, 13, 16, 1821, 24-33, 35-42) in the TO! questionnaire.

To determine whether or not these two groups differed on }he basls
of the pertinent 29 items, a multivariate "“t-test' (Hotellings T ) was used.
Apparently the group responses are different (p<.0G5), but no single item
provides means which are significantly different, This indlcates that some
combination of item mean differences accounts for the difference between
groups, Unfortunately, the particular combination(s) which account(s) for
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this difference could be obtained only by examining all possible combtnations,
a figure In the billions. Suffice it to say that no significant differences
exist between the groups on Individual item means.

Group means and mean differences are Glven In Table 2.

TABLE 2

MEANS AND MEAN D IFFERENCES OF TEACHERS FAVORING
AND NOT FAVORING INTEGRATION

Favoring Not Favoring

iIntegration Integration Mean

Item Difference

Mean Mean

by 2,894 2.909 015
5 2.136 2.152 015
6 2,408 2.121 -.287
7 0.308 0. 42k 17
8 0.1t12 0.667 555
13 0.515 0.515 .000
t6 0.160 0.333 A7
18 0.805 1.061 . 255
19 0.805 0,546 -.259
20 0.823 0.970 LY
2l 1.178 1.235 .057
24 0.503 0.529 .026
25 0.249 0.324 .075
26 0.4k 0,206 -,208
27 1.219 1.118 -.102
28 0.432 0.529 .097
29 0.947 0.941 -.006
30 1.604 1,706 101
3N 0.385 0,706 <320
32 0.899 1.091 192
1 0.3%7 0.4L85 U8
35 1.734 1,546 -.188
36 0.947 1.364 L7
37 1,154 1. 4SS . 3ol
38 0.911 0.879 -.032
39 1.615 1.667 .052
Lo 2,024 1,970 -.054
1) 1.284 1.364 .080
b2 1.775 | 1.818 .0l3
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3. Do _teachers see Anglo, Mexican-American, and Afro-Americen
parents differently on the semantic differential?

The semantic differential used for this anal¥sls consists of 18
bipolar items designed to tap teachers' perceptions of different ethnic
parent groups,

Discriminant analysls was used and results indicate that teachers

do vary clearly percelve parents of different ethnic qroups differently.
A short explanation of the technique may be found in Appendix 8.

Knowing that teachars' perceptions of different ethnic groups are
different, the items which most effectively differentiate the three groups
are shown In Table 3.

TABLE 3
MEANS AND VARIANCES OF TEACHER PERCEPTIONS BY 1TEM

Mex|lcan= Afro- Associated

Item Anglo American American Varlance

| 5. 434 3.509 3.989 1.699

2 L. 497 3.823 4L.829 1.820

3 4,674 3.360 4,314 1,989

4 4.960 3.606 4,269 2,07

5 5.154 3.360 3.960 1.919

6 4,017 4.371 h.an 1.690

7 5.549 5.029 4,651 1.586

8 5.103 L.9n7 4,589 1.982

9 5.320 3.480 4,034 2.260
10 3.909 4,800 3.789 1.306
n 5.543 4,006 4,57 1.635
12 L, 754 2,261 2.703 1,666
13 4,937 3.326 3.663 2.912
4 5.560 4, L34 4.857 1,792
15 4,703 4,497 5.206 1.366
16 5,606 4,343 4,549 1.878
17 L, 783 2.709 3.229 1,703
18 3.623 5.023 3.983 1.896

2In this study o teacher's perception of a particular ethnic parent
group is determined by the set of scores assoclated with the 18 items of the
semantic differential, Thus, for cach teacher we have Lhreg perceptions--one for
each ethnic parent group, The problem Is to determine whether or not teachers
as & collective perceive parents of the three ethnic groups differentiy on the
basis of the 18 Item semantic differential,
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The best single discriminating Ttem is 17 (power in the community),
This is determined by noting that the means of the three groups on item 17
are relatively far apart and the associated variance is relatively small,
This item indicates that teachers perceive Anglo parents as most powerful
in the community and ldexlcan-Americans as least powerful,

Item 1 Is nearly as effective at discriminating between the three
groups as item 17 (means relatively far apart and small variance). it

indicates that teachers percelve Anglo parents as understanding the school
program best, while percelving Mexican-American parents as understanding

the school program least.

Item 12 discriminates more strongly than either of the above items,
The reason item 12 was not selected as the most effective discriminator is
simply because it only differentiates effectively teacher perceptions of
Anglo parents from minority parents, but does not effectively differentiate
between the two minority groups, The item shows teachers perceive Anqlo
parents as most active in school affairs. Afro-Americans and Mexican-

Americans are percelved as much less active.

Item 10 also provides very good discriminating power, It Indicates

that teachers percelve Afro-American parents as_the most aggqressive toward
the schools and Mexican-American parents as least aggressive. (Note: Little

difference exists between Afro-American and Anglo means.)

Items 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 11, 14, 15, 16, and 18 provide information
which Is still valuable in discriminating between teacher perceptions of
ethnic parent groups. The remaining items 6, 7, 8, and 13 provide nothing
of value to discriminate between groups.

Item 2 indicates teachers perceive Afro-American parents as the group
most deslrous of assimilation with other groups and Mexican~American parents
are perceived as least desirous of assimilation,

Item 3 Indicates that teachers perceive Anqio parents as most influential

in school policy and Mexlcan=-Americans as least influential.

Item 4 indicates that teachers perceive that Anglo parents push thelr
children to achieve more than the other ethnic qroups. Mexican-Amerlcan

parents are percelved as pushing the least.

Iltem 5 indicates that Anglo parents help their children with school
work more than the other ethnic groups. Mexican-American parents are

percelived as helping their chiildren with scheol work least.

Item 9 indicates that teachers perceive Anaglo parents as being by
far the easiest to contact and Mexican-American parents as most difficult
to contact.

{tem 11 shows teachers perceive Anglo parents as having the highest

aspirations for their children and Mexican-American_parents as having the
lowest aspirations for their children.
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Item 14 shows teachars percelve Anglo parents as most concerned about
thelr children's school performance and MexIcan-American parents as least
concerned.

Item 15 shows teachers percelve Afro-American parents as most supportive
of school inteqration policy and Mexican-American parents as least supportive.

item 16 Indicates that teachers percelve Anglo parents as most res-
ponsive to teacher notes and sugqgestions and Mexlican-American parents as

least responsive.

item 18 indicates teachers percelve Mexican-Amerlcan parents as making
the least demands_on ihe school and Anglo parents as making the most. However,

Afro-American parents are not far behind Anglo parents In making demands on
the school.

in sunmary, we find teachers assoclate the following characteristics
wi th

A, Afro-American Parents

1. Most desirous of assimilation with other groups.
2. MHost aggressive toward the school.
3. Most supportive of the school's integration policy.

8. Anglo Parents

l. Understand school program best.

2. Most able to influence school policy.

3. Push their children most to achieve,

4, Help their children most with school worit,

5. Easiest to contact,

6. Highest aspirations for children.

7. Most active in school affairs,

8. Most concerned with their child's school performance.
9. Most responsive to teacher's notes and suggestions.
10. Most powerful in the communlty.

Make the most demands on the school.




t. Mexlcan-American Parents

1. Understand school program least.
2. Least desirous of assimilation with other groups.
3. Least able to Influence school policy,

. Push thelr children least with school work,

. Help their children least with school work.

4
5

6. Most difficult to contact.

7. Least aggressive toward school,

8. Lowest aspirations for children.

9. Least active In school affalrs.

10, Least concerned with their chiltd's school performance,
11. Least supportive of school integration policy.

12. Least responsive to teacher's notes and suggestions.
13, Make the least demands Qn‘the school.

4, which recelving schools seem to see the problems of integration
as_less severe? VWhich as more severe?

items 14, 15, 22, and 23 of the TO! questionnaire seem appropriate.
These items speclfy the following probiems: (14) lower academic standards
since integration; (15) lower behavioral and/or discipline standards since
Integration; (22) lower grades after integration; (23) objections to busing
to schools outside neighborhood. Appendix C contains the procedures used
to determmine the relative severity of integration problems in the schools.

To facilitate answering the questions of interest, the schools were
ranked according to (1) severity of integration problems, (2) the numbgr
of bused children going to the school, (3) the ratjo of bused children
to school population, (4) the socio-economic level™ of the school, and
(5) the number of responding teachers not favoring integration,

3The rankings of the schools by number bused and by socio-economic
level were obtained from the Research and Evaluation Department, Riverside
Unified Schootl District, and will not be found on the TOl questionnalre,

Socio-economic level here is defined by occupation of head of
household (U.S. Bureau of the Census Classification of Occupatlons).
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TABLE 4

SCHOOL RANKINGS

e

——— —
Based on
Based on Based on | Ratlo of Based on gz;girogf
School Severity of | Number of Bused Soclo- Teachers
, Integration Bused Children Economic Not F I
Problems? | children | To School | Levelb [NOF Favoring
Integration®
Pepulation
Liberty ) 9 i0 R 10 (0)
Magnol la 2 6 7 3 2.5 (&)
Palm 3 10 8 5.5 5 (3)
Monroe 4 3 5 9 5 (3)
Victoria 5 5 2 2 5 (3)
Pachappa 6 8 6 8 10 (0)
Jefferson 7 2 A 7 1 (6)
Adams 8 L 3 10 10 (0)
Bryant 9 11 1t 5.5 8 (1)
Jackson 10 | ] n 7 (2)
Alcott 11 7 9 1 2.5 ()

%A ranking of | Indicates the most problems; 1l the least.

bLow score equals high socio-economic level.

is the number of teachers in that school
integration te the TOl questionnaire.

SNumber In parenthesis
who responded as not favoring

Questions of interest:

A. Do receiving schools which seem to have more integration
problems, also have more bused children?

The correlation?® (rg = -.2545) associated with this question Is not
stgnificantly different from zero (4 =,05), However, it is in the
direction which would indlcate the more bused students a school has
the fewer its reported integration problems. This seems to be
particularly true of Jackson School.

B. Are the schools with more severe Inteqration problems also the
the ones in higher soclo-economic neighborhoods?

The correlation assocliated with this question {(rg = =,3522) is in a
direction which would indicate the higher the soclo-economic level
of the school the fewer the Integration related problems reported.

5Nonparametrlc Spearman rank correlatlon coefficients have been used,
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C. Do_the schools with the most severe inteqration problems have
more teachers who do not think integration is the answer?

No relationship (rs = ,0249) between the number of teachers a schooil
has which do not favor integration end the severity of integration
problems is apparent. If a relatlonship exists, it Is obscured by
the small number of teachers reported not to favor integration and
the small number of schools Involved in the comparison,

Al! of the above correlations are not significant (:3 = ,05) and
any hypothesized relationship should be carefully considered.




APPENDIX A

QUESTIONNAIRE ON EXPERIENCE OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
TEACHERS WITH SCHOOL DESEGREGATION
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Questionnaire on Experience of Elementary School Teacters with School Desegregation

September, 1966 to March, 1968

Column

ade Level Taught in 1966-67 (Check proper response) 1
Primary (K,1,2,3)

Intermediate (4,5,6)

Team Teaching or Ungraded (Mainly Primary K-3)

Team Teaching or Ungraded (Mainly Intermediate 4-6)
I1f y.u did not teach in a Riverside elementary

school or taught at Casa Blanca School, please

check '3"

WS wo -

RERE

ade Level Taught in 1967-68 (Check proper response) 2
1 Primary (K,1,2,3)

2 Intermediate (4,5,6)

3 Team Teaching or Ungraded (Mainly Primary K-3)

4 Team Teaching or Ungraded (Mainly Intermediate 4-6)

RER

ersge Number of Children of Each Ethnic Group You Taught
1966-67

rite number in space. If none, write "0". If you werz
team teacher or ungraded, include all the children you

aught.)

___ Anglo (English-speaking, Caucasian) 3-5

Mexican 6-8
___ Negro 9-11
____Other (Oriental, Indian, etc.) 12-14

’] 1f you did not teach in a Riverside elementary
school in 1966-67 or taught at Casa Blanca School,
circle the "'999"

Je would like you to look at your class lists for 1966-67 and for 1967-68 while answering the following questions.

Column

4, Average Number of Children of Each Ethnic Group You
Taught in 1967-68
(Write number in space. 1f none, write "0". If you
were a team teacher or ungraded, include all the chil-
dren you are teaching.)
Anglo 15-17
" Mexican 18-20
Negro 21-23
Other {(Oriental, Indlan, etc.) 24-26
5. Your Sex:
1 Male 27
2 Female
6. Your Ethnic Heritage:
__ 1 Anglo 28
2 Mexican
3 Negro
4 Other (Oriental, Indian, etc.)
7. Number of years you have taught elementary school, 29-30
counting this year.
8. Number of years experlience you have had with Negro
children in your class. 31-32
9. Number of years experience you have had with Mexican
children in vour class. 33-34
Skip 2
01 T01 7

Please

about all the children on these class lists as you make your responses and report only the situations and experiences you

had with the children i{n your group.

(In case of team teachers, the group of children you have personally taught will be

r than in the self-contained classroom.) Those who taught at Casa Blanca in 1966-67 or who are new to Riverside this year

report only for this year, 1967-68.
Report only your own experiences.

All others will report on their children for both 1966-67 and 1967-68.
This will avoid duplicate reporting of the same incidents.

Iln each question, we are asking you to report the number of vour children or your parents who fit the description given in

Jestion,

. leave any blanks.

Personal Experiences with Your Children or Parents

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Please do not record the number of times an incident occurred but onlv the number of persons who fit the descrip-
If none of your children or parents fit the description in a given question, please place a "0" in the space.

PLEASE

Ethnic Group
Record Number of Individual
Parents or Children

1967-68

e FELTR - [N @ e



Number of your parents who could not give their children much assistance with
academic work because they had little education themselves.

Number of your parents who pPushed their children to achieve beyond their
capabilities academically.

Number of your parents who did not urge their children to achieve nor moti-
vate them to study.

Number of your children with almost no books, magazines, encyclopedia or
other resources at home.

Number of your children whose life experience is so limited that it created
a problem in learning in class.

Number of your children with vocabularies so limited it reduced their ability
to do school work.

Number of your children you happen to know about who invited a member of
another ethnic group to their home for parties,

Number of your children you happen to know about who had parties and di{d not
invite any child of another ethnic group.

Number of your parents who opposed including a child of another ethnic group
in a Brownie Troop, Cub Den, or other after school activity.

Number of your parents who encouraged children of other ethnic groups to
join Brownie Troops, Cub Dens, and other after school activities.

Number of your parents who protested folk dancing or other types of social
contact with children of other ethnic groups.

Number of your parents who Protested having their child work on a project
or committee with a child of another ethnic group.

Number of your children who invited a child of anather ethnic group to their
homes for visits, overnight, etc.

Number of your parents who ccemplained thit they believe academic standards
are lower since integrationm.

Number of your parents who complafned that they believe behavioral and/for
discipline standards are lower since integration.

Number of your children who claimed that you did not treat them fairly, did
not "like them,' etc. because of their ethnic background.

Number of your parents who, directly or indirectly, accused you of not
treating their child failrly because of his ethnic background.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Anglo
Mex.

Negro

Anglo

Mex.

Negro

—_— 1-
—_— 13
L 2¢
_ 35
52

" skip 65
02701 76
—_— 1
—_— 13
— 26
39.

—— 52
Skip 65
03T01 76
— 1
— 13
26

39

52

——skip 65
04 TO17g
_ 1
13

* Casa Blanca teachers in 1966-67 and teachers
new to the district this year w{ll leave this

blank.



Personal Experiences with Your Children or Parents

. Number >f your children who have called Mexican students by names with racial

or ethni< connotations. (Remember, children may call a member of their own

group by & racial name.)

. Number of your ch{ldren who have called Anglo students by names with racial

or ethnic connotations.

Number of your children who have called Negro students by names with racial
or ethnic connotations.

. Number of your children whose parents never contacted you and with whom you

never had any exchange of notes, phone calls, conversations or other forms
of contact.

Number of your parents who complained that their child's 3rades were sig-
nificantly lower after integration.

. Number of your parents who have told you that they object to or would object

to having their own children bused to another school outside the neighbor-
hood.

. Number of your children who had such low standards of cleanliness that their

3

appearance, odor, or poor grooming bazcame a problem.

Number of your children with evident health problems, i.e. untreated sores,
head lice, chronic colds, etc,

Number of your children who were inadequately clothed,

. Number of your children from homes in which irregular hours and habits

interfered with the child's abilfty to cdo school work.

. Number of your children from homes in which physical discipline is severe

and harsh.

. Numper of your children who took money or school supplies or food from

other children's lunches.

. Number of your children who engaged in very rough and aggressive kinds of

play.

. Number of your children who were repeatedly without lunch money or a sack

lunch when noontire came.

Number of your children who had a resentful "you can't make me do it" "chip
on the shoulder" attitude toward school.

Number of your children who, on one or more occasions, responded in such a
way that you regarded the situation as threatening or fearful.

. Number of your parents with whom you have had encounters which you inter-

preted as threatening or fearful.

Number of your children for whom you found it necessary to modify your usual
academic expectations because you felt they had emotional or other problems
which made it impossible for them to meet the usual standards.

necessary to modify your usual

Number of your children for whom you found it
had emotional or other problems

behavioral expectations because you felt they
which made it imposs‘ble for them to conform.

Number of your children who have been serfiously di{sruptive in class,

Number of your children who have been so shy and withdrawn it was difficult

to teach them.

Number of your children who showed little or no interest in or motivation
for school werk.

. Number of your children who made a really significant improvement in their

scademic performance during the year.

Number of your children who made a really significant improvement in thefr
behavior in the classroom and on the playground during the year.

Number of your children who made & really significant improvement in their
social skills end interaction with their classmates.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Anglo

Ethnic Group
Record Number of Individusl
Parents or Children

1966-67

Mex,

Negro

lo

g

1967-68

§

Pege 2

Column

Negro

26-3

——

39-5

52-6

Skip 65-7

05 701 76-8
1-1

13-2

26-3

39-5

$2-6
Skip 65-7
—06 101 76-
— 1-1

13-2
26-3

39-5

52-6

Skip 65-

— 08 TO1 76
1-
13-
26-

39-
52~

skip 65
09 T01 7

— 1

13
Skip 26
10 T01 76



Negro Parent

derstands 8chool program LS S N SN FUNUR R S
ats to assimilate with other groups L . J S SN A
t able to influence school policy S N S S S N S
3hes child to achieve LR SO UL U NI U S
ps child with school work CL TSN R S SN N

. favorable to busing H H H : H H

lendly toward school SR S S S S R S
sn't back up teacher’s discipline S S S S S S
d to contact LI S T S FN SN S
ressive toward school N T S S S SN S
h aspirations for children I S S S S S SO
ive in school affairs L N S LS
sn't assist with field trips, pro- L S SN SN S SO
ms, etc.

cerned about child’s school perfor- & = ¢+ & ¢ iz
ce

ports integration policy of the school:  _ :  :  : & oz o+
ponds to teacher’s notes and sug- S T S A J S S
tions

erful in the community LU S J S F A S
sn't make demands on school : : : : : : :

Page &
Ceard 11

doesn’t understand school program

doesn’t want to assimilate with otter groups
able to influence school policy

doesn't push child to achieve

doesn't help child with school work
favorable to busing

hostile toward school

backs up teacher's discipline

easy to contact

passive toward school

low aspirations for children

not active in school affairs

assists with field trips, progrems, etc.
not concerned with child's school perfor-
mance

opposes integration policy of the school

doesn't respond to teacher's notes and
suggestions

not powerful {n the community

makes demands on school

road range of opinions was expressed by teachers concerning various sclool policies and practices. We have attempted to repro

e these varlous positions as accurately as possible in the following statements.

rly coincides with your own feelings on each of these {ssues.

4

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Would you please che~k the position that mosi



iiscipline
1 There should be one set of behavioral rules and one set of sanct{ons. All children should be expected to meet

the same standards of behavior. When they do not meet those standards, then the consequences should be the same
for everyone.

2 Children who comé from different backgrounds cannot be expected to conform to the same behavioral rules and it 1is

necessary to take this into account in each situation and modify the rules and sanctions when it seems best. 55

3 This {s an issue I have not resolved in my own thinking.

cademic Grading Standards
1L Grading should be relative to the child's ability and background. All children should not be expected to meet

the same academic standards and a child who is working up to his best ability should get a high grade even though
he would not rate high in comparison with other class members.
2 Grading should be based on a "normal curve" and a child's performance should be judged essentially in relation to

that of other children his age in a particular subject. 56

3 This {s an issue 1 have not yet resolved in my own thinking.

rouping

1 Children learn best when they are grouped with others of about the same proficiency in a given subject. Scheduling
should be based on this principle whenever feasible.

2 Children learn best when grouping {s heterogeneous and the more advanced students are mixed with the less advanced.
This helps the poor students learn from those who are more apt and makes for a better educational experience. 57

3This is an issue I have not yet resolved in my own thinking.

n Regard to the Integration of the Mexican-American Child

1 Mexican children have a rich cultural heritage and language of their own. Integration {s likely to disrupt the
Mexfcan child’s ties to his heritage and his ethnic community. Therefore, {t would be better for him if he were
in an elementary school close to his own home and in his own community.

2 In view of the fact that the Mexican child comes from a rich cultural heritage, every effort should be made to pre-
serve his language and culture. However, it is best that he be in an integrated school setting, away from his own
community.

3 Although the Mexican child comes from a rich cultural heritage, the language and values of that heritage tend to
interfere with assimilation into American society. Therefore, {t is best if he attends an integrated school that
emphasizes primarily the language, customs, and heritage of American society. 58

4 This 1s an {ssue I have not yet resolved in my own thinking.

n Regard to the Integration of the Negro Child
_ 1Tt {s important for Negro children to have equal educational opportunities but this could be hetter accomnlished if
they were provided an enriched compensatory education program in their own neighborhcod schools rather than by
being bused to distant elementary schools.

21t {s important for Negro children to have equal educational opportunities and, even though the present integration
policy has some drawbacks, {t is still the best way to accomplish the goal. 59

3This 1s an issue I have not yet resolved in my own thinking.

urriculum Changes and Integration

1The curriculum used in my grade does not need modififcation for Negro and Mexican children. Although it could be
inproved in general, these improvements would have nothing to do with integration.

___ 2The curriculum used in my grade {s essentially sound. It could stand some additional pictures and materfals about
Mexfcan and Negro contributfons to Amerfcan 1ife but doesn't need any major changes spucifically for integration.
3 The curriculum used in my grade needs some major revisions if it is to meet the needs of the integrated classroom. 60

4 This 1s an issue I have not yet resolved in my own thinking.

(4 sroom,

i Discussfon of racial and ethnic issues which arise in history and social studies~--such as slavery, the Civil Wsr,

African culture-~-tends to make children more aware of their ethnic differences and causes difficulties 1n the
classroem. Such discussions should be postponed until the children are older and more able to cope with the com=- 61
plex issues involved.

2 Discuasion of recial and ethnic {ssues as they arise in history and social studies is desirable even in the ele- <

mentary 8chool. Since children live in a multi-racial socfety, they need to know about slavery, the Civil Var, :
etc, and these issues should not be avoided or poatponed until later, gkig g:h;: *
ar =1

___3 This 1s #n lssue I have not yet resolved in my own thinking. Deck TOL 75_?

ERIC -
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sh to know what kinds of experience teachers have generally had with parents. Teacher interviews revealed that teachers had
rent kinds of experience with parents from the three ethnic groups and described them using the phrases below. Based on your
cts with parents from the three ethnic groups, please place an 'x" on the place on each line which best describes your experi-
in relation to that characteristic. For example, if you found parents of & particular group '"understand school program,' you
place an "x" near that end of the line. If you found they generally "don't understand schoo% Erogram." you would place an

L}

n that end of the line. If they are somevhere between the two extremes, you would place the "x" somewhere near the middle of
ine. Do not ponder too long over ind{vidual decisions but record your first geaeral impression.

Cavrd 11
Anglo Parent Column

stands school program SRS SR A SN R S J doesn't understand school program 1
to assimilate with other groups S N T N JUNU AN S doesn't want to assimilate with other groups 2
ble to influence school policy S N TS S A F able to influence school policy 3
s child to achieve S TN S T J SRR IO doesn't push child to achfeve 4
chiid with school work I SR SN R JNSUT SN doesn't help child with school work 5
avorable to busing S S R MU JUNE SUN S favorable to busing 6
dly toward school S OO S SO AU JUN N hostile toward scheol 7
't back up teacher's discipline S TR T TS SN S backs up teacher's discipline 8
to contact T YO N SN S N SR easy to contact 9
ssive toward school S SR JO JUE R S W passive toward school 10
aspirations for children S S SO S S S SN low aspirations for children 11
¢ in school affairs T SN S SO J A S not active in school affairs 12
't assist with field trips, pro- S S N JE S A AU assists with fileld trips, programs, etc. 13
y etc,

rned about child's school perfor- :  : i i i i i@ not concerned with child's school perfor- 14

mance

{ts integration policy of the L N YU N SN SRS A opposes integration policy of the school 15
nds to teacher's notes and sug- O JU S VU U M doesn't respond to teacher's notes and sug- 16
ons gestions

ful in the community LI S SN S S JURE N not powerful {n the community 17
't make demands on school H : ¢ : : : H : makes demands on school 18

ERIC o ~
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understands school program

wants to assimilate with other groups
not able to influence school policy
pushes child to achieve

helps ¢child with scheol work

not favoradle to busing

friendly toward school

doesn't back up teachter's discipline
hatd to contact

sgpressive toward school

high aepirations for children

active in school affairs

doesn't assist with field trips. pro-
grazs, etc.

concerned sbout child's scheol perfor-
pAnce

supports integration policy of the
school

tesponds to teacher's notes and sug-
gesticns

povetful in the cocmunity

doesn't make denands or school

ERIC
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Yexican Parent

deesn't understand school prograu
doesn't vant to assimilate with other groups
able to {nfluence school policy

doesn’t push child to achieve

doesn't help child with school work
favorable to busing

hostile toward school

backs up teacher's disclpline

easy to rontact

passive toward school

low aspiraticns for children

nct active In school affairs

assists vith fleld trips, programs, etc.
not concerned with child's school perfor-
mance

opposes integratfon policy of the school
doesn’t respond to teacher's notes and
suggestions

not peverful {n the community

nake demands on school
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DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS

This technique takes the scores for each group and generates functions
which maximize group differences and gerfor s a statistical test of these
differences. The test (Mahalanobis D¢ -"X ¢ = 887.55, 36 d.f.) of this
report Indicates very, very strongly (p<3:.00|) that teacher perceptions
of the three ethnic parent groups differ, The technique then acts as though
linowledge of the ethnic group to which each set of 18 scores Is associated
is not known and assigns each set of scores to a particular group on the
basis of probability. That Is, If the set of scores looks more ilke the
scores assoclated with Mexican-American parents, the function assigns that set
of scores to the .lexican-American group whether or not it ectually belongs there.
The discrepancy between the assignment of perceptions to the groups and the
actual groups to which the perceptions belong Is a measure of how different the
groups are. If the groups are very similar, the generated functions will make
many classification errors. If the groups are very different, the functicns
wil) make few errors in classiflcation. As can be seen In Figure 1 dbelow, the
generated functions are very effectlve.in assigning perceptions to the correct
ethnic group,

Asscclated Discriminant Functlons

Anglo Mexican= Afro-

Anerlcan Amarican

Percelved E€thnle Group % Correctly

Total . Asslgned
Anglo 1 156 9 10 175 89+
Mexlcan-American 2 12 130 33 175 7h+
Afro-American 3 27 Lo 108 175 62«

Fig. 1.==Frequency of function assignments by group,
Note for example:

130 = number of correct assignments to group two by the
discriminant functions,

10 = number of teachers! parceptions of Anglo parents incorrectly
identifled as Afro-Amarican by the discriminant functions.

62 per cent (108/175) of teacher perceptions of Afro-American
parents are correctly assigned,

T




DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS

The appropriate discriminant functions are given below:

Let
PI = the function assoclated with teacher perceptions of
Anglo parents
Pk P2 = function assocliated with perceptions of Mexican-American

parents

P3 = function associated with perceptions of Afro-American
parents

Llet X represent the ith teacher's response on the jth item for
the kth percé&klon where

=1, ..., 175 (teachers6)
J= 1, .us, 18 (Items)
k=1, 2, 3 (ethnlc groups)

Thus, X would be the Ist teacher's response to the 3rd Item
dealing with tl&ahgr perceptions of Mexlcen-American parents,

Py o= 398 Xy 4120 Xy #2309 Xpgy + LUMB X, 40392 X,
* 1793 Ky 10)y#2:425 Xy 11y + 1539 Xy(yg)) *+ 14695 Xy 1y
3 X (g * 10799 Xi(ygyy < 10282 X4y + 2938 Xy g,
3.26' X'('B)I - ?6-399

Py = <394 X;\p # 228 X}y, + 2,272 Xg, + 683 Xy, - 1063 X,y

+1.852 Xy + B85 Kppp + 1712 Xigy + 4500 X,g, + L.BOL X, (100
41,998 x'('|)z + 0738 X|(|2)2 +1.357 Xl('3)2 + .“9| x'(|h)2

+ ‘.678 x'(|5)2 - !.2b5 x'('s)z + 2.526 x‘('7)2 + ’oh96 x'('e)z

- 46,432

6!75 of the 265 responding teachers were randomly selected, This
was done due to the constralats of the computer program,

ol?e
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f’3 = -,235 X”3 + .609 X|23 + 2.525 )(l + ,692 X“‘ + 140 XI

33 3 53
+1.808 X;gy * 5ib Xig3 * +539 X|g; + .676 X193 * 1293 X, (104
* 2005 Xy ()3 * 72N Xypgyy + 121 X33 % 4573 Xy (g5

F 2157 Xy (g3 = P X, 1o 20316 X, 000+ 3,205 K, g0

- 46,402

The coefficients assoclated with each Item arfdetermined In such a
way as to maximize group differences.
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PROCEDURE USED TO DETERMINE THE SEVERITY
OF INTEGRATION PROBLEMS

(A) Sum scores (frequency of glven complalint) across teachers and
ltems for each ethnic group by school,

(8) Compute the ratio of problems by ethnic group to school representation
for each group., Dlvide by the number of responding teachers from
that schooi and multlply by 100, This procedure Is simply a
scaling technique to make school scores comparable,

(C) Compute the vector distances for each school in 3 space based on
the ratlos established for each ethnic group In ''8'" above,

Flgure 2 I1lustrates geometrically the concept of vector distance.

Afro-American ,
Mexlcan-American
) 2
/
/
y
/7
6 ’
,
U R A 1)
‘/ . /; '
|
2 |
V4
’ Vd
2 - Anglo
' 2 4 6 '
r 4

Fig.2,~+School Vector Distance example.
For example If tha ratios for some school were Afro-American: 3.0;

Anglo: 5.0; and Mexiceq American: 1.0, the vector distance for that
school would be /(2 | 32 12550

.20.
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SURVEY OF PARENT ATTITUDES TOWARD SCHOOLS'

Almost 1200 parents of children in the Riverside School Study
sample were interviewed during the spring and summer of 1969, An
addendum to the Interview questionnaire consisted of six questions
regarding attitudes toward the local schools and was glven to approxi=
mately 75 per cent of the parents. Most parents who were not glven
ths addendum had several children in the study and had to complete a
questionnaire for each child. 1In an effort to shorten the interview,

they were not asked to complete the addendum,

Of the six questions, the first four were adminlstered to
minority parents only; the last two questions were asked of all parents.
Almost 70 per cent of the parents completing an addendum were Anglo,

IS per cent were Mexican-American, and 15 per cent were Negro.

The parents included in this report (those who completed the
addzndum) may not be representative of parents in the school district

becausa:

1. They were willing to submit to a lengthy, and somewhat
personal, interview In 1966, 1967, and again in 1969,

2. They have lived in Riverside for at least three years,

3. As mentioned above, most parents with several children
in the study ware not asked to complete the addendum.

4, Parents who withdrew thelr children from public schools
were not Included,

8. Minority parents who llved In areas other than the Casa
Blanca, Irving, or Lowell school districts In 1966 were
not included,

Question 1: SOME PARENTS ARE SATISFIED WITH THE WAY SCHOOLS ARE
BEING RUN WHILE OTHERS ARE NOT, HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THIS?

Number Per Cent

Very satisfied 37 13
Satisfied s 53
Nelther satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 12
Dissatisfled Y] 1]
Very dissatisfied 12 b
Don't know 7 3
No response - «

'runds for this project were granted by the Office of Compensatory
€ducation, California State Department of €ducation under provisions of
the McAteer Act,
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Most parents who exprassed satisfaction did not give reasons for
this satisfaction. Some did say that they thought their children were
getting 8 better education since integration, Host parents who were not
satisfled with the schools objected to teachers, lack of discipline,
busing, and curriculum. Teachers were criticized for not understanding
minority children, for not being particutarly Interested In the wel fare
of their puplils, and for being prejudiced. The primary objection to
busing was Its Inconvenience. Several people felt that the minority
children were not prepared to compete with middle-ctass children, A
few mentioned that Angto children should also be bused. Parents
objecting to curriculum were usuatly not specific but several did mention
a need for more emphasis on minority cultures and for more vocational
education, Some sald that the schools are geared to the needs of college
bound middle-class children.

Question 2: SOME PARENTS FEEL THAT BUSING CHILDREN OUT OF THE
NEIGHBCRHOOD TO GO TO SCHOOL HAS BROKEN UP THE CLOSENESS OF THE NE!GHBORHOOD,
WHILE OVHERS FEEL IT HAS NOT MAOE ANY DIFFERENCE, HOW 00 YOU FEEL ABOUT THIS?

Number Par Cent

8roken up nelghborhood seriously 15 5
Broken up neighborhood slightly 30 (N
Has not broken up nelghborhood 195 71
Don't know n 1
No response 2 |

As can be readily seen, few parents felt that busing had broken
up thelr neighborhood. Many parents mentioned that the children still
play together when they go home. Others, however, said that the children
seldom see each other now, Some interesting comments were:

""No, ot the contrary. It has made us feel closer. We get
together often to compare yotes about the schools and any
probtlem,"

", , , most of the children from certain areas go to (the)
same school so in & sense that Is the neighborhood."

""Parents did get to meet and e.change words or visit at
nelghborhood schools whereas busing you don't."

"Children get & wider view of Riverside not the ghetto
community,"

'»ell it has. Anytime you have people taken out of the
naighborhood they are being influenced by the outside
community,"

"Are you kidding? They need to break the closeness of the
nelghborhood, The children should get awdy to see what Is
going an, As long 8s they stay close to their neighborhood
they wltl not learn anything but to follow the footsteps of
others.'
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Question 3: SOME PARENTS BELIEVE THAT IT IS BETTER FOR THEIR
CHILDREN TO BE BUSED TO SOME SCHOOLS THAN TO OTHER SCHOOLS. OTHERS THINK
IT DOESN'T MAKE MUCH DIFFERENCE WHICH SCHOOL A CHILD IS BUSED TO, WHAT
DO YOU THINK ABOUT THIS?

Number Per Cent

Makes a lot of dlfference I 15
Makes some difference 62 23
Makes no difference 148 54
Don't know 21 8
No response 1 0

The two opinions most commonty expressed In response to this
question were that, as a result of integration, all Riverside schools
should be the same and that the school of attendance does make a difference
because of the varying distances that children have to be bused.

Question 4: HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE SCHOOL WHICH YOUR CHILOREN
ART ATTENDING? IS IT BETTER THAN OTHER SCHOOLS, WORSE THAN OTHER SCHOOLS

UR ABOUT THE SAME?
NHumber Per Cent

Much better 38 17
Somewhat better by 16
About the same 161} 55
Somewhat worse 7 3
Much worse 5 2
No children being bused 6 2
bon't know 21 8
No response 1 0

Two very typlcal comments were:
", + . all schools since desegregation are the same,"
", « « schools much batter since Integration,"

Question 5: AS YOU KNOW, MANY TOWNS IN THE UNITED STATES ARE HAVING
SOME PROBLEMS [N THEIR HIGH SCHOOLS, HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE SITUATION IN
THE RIVERSIDE HIGH SCHOOLS? ARE THEY HAVING FEWER PROBLEMS THAN OTHER TOWNS,
ABOUT THE SAME NUMBER OR MORE PROBLEMS THAN OTHER TOWNS? WHAT KIND OF
PROBLEMS ARE THEY MAVING IN RIVERSIDE HIGH SCHOOLS? WHAT IS CAUSING THESE

PROBLEMS ?
Number Per Cent

Fewer problems N7 36
Same problems 410 46
More problems 74 8
Don't know 124 9

No response i 1
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Although many of these interviews were conducted shortly after
the incident at Ramona High School, few parents felt that Riverside had
more problems than other towns, Raclial tensions, narcotics, and lack
of discipline were identified as local problems far more frequently than
were other problems mentlioned. Lack of discipline, mentioned far more
frequently by Anglo parents than by minority parents, was seen as both
a problem and as a cause of other problems. Lack of discipline In the
schools was mentioned often, but so was lack of discipline in the home.
Many parents said that the problems stem from the home and that parents
today have many Interests of their own which prevent them from devoting
enough attention to their children.

Causes of the problems could generally be categorized as parents,
society, and schools. Parents have already been discussed, Societal
problems mentioned were the often biased tnfluence of the mass media
(many people simply said '"The Press''), permissiveness, affluence, lack
of respect for authority, a ''fast society,'" and war. School causes of
problems were lack of communication (among and between administrators,
teachers, parents, and students), awareness, and understanding; teachers
who were either not interested or prejudiced; curriculum; und schools
that are too large, Several parents mentioned the influence of mititants;
aimost as many mentioned comunists.

Question 6: HOW 00 YOU THINK THE SCHOOL DISTRICT HAS HANOLED
THESE PROBLEMS? WHAT 00 YUU THINK THE SCHOOLS SHOULD HAVE OONE?

Number Par Cent
Very well 121 4
Rather well 357 L2
Rather badly 156 18
Very badly 70 8
No problems 8 [
Pon't know 13 13
No response 4 3

Most parents, even though they may have felt that the prohtlems
had been handled well, made comments or suggastions. Many mentioned
a need for increased Iinvolvement of students, parents, and community;
an understanding of minorities; & ''get tough' policy primarily involving
calling the police sooner and disciplining students responsible for the
problems; and getting to the source of the problems. Many parents also
sald that the school administrators should have been more perceptive and
should have been aware that the problems were developing., Empathy for
the school board and personnel in thelr search for satisfactory solutlons
to the problems was expressed by many.

Typtcal comments were:
. + . they quieted the situatlion but did not solve the prodliem."

"', + . they stould try to get the parents (to) feel part of (the)
school not left out."
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", ., . can't be double standard. . ."
"Wery welll They know what they are doing.!

""Like giving an aspirin to a chilid, Temporary rellief only. Just
to cover up major problems. , .

""Teachers and administirators will not listen to parent groups and
demands of students."

'INegroes are (not) participating like they should because they are
not encouraged to do so.'

", . . more comunlicatlon between school and parents, . ."

INeed to make rules that apply to everybody and then enforce them.
Seem to have different codes for minority kids--are afraid to get
tough with them.'!

", . . should not give in to demands. . ,'

it should be noted here that a full 25 per eent of the minority
parents (and 9 per cent of the majority parents) said that they didn't
know how well the pi->blems were handled,

The data reported In this paper were analyzed by the ethnic back~
grounds of the parents and, for the minority parents, thelr neighborhonds
of residence at the beginning of tha study in the spring of 1966. The
groups, then, were:

Anglo

Mexican-Americans from Casa Blanca
Negroes from Casa Blanca
Mexican=Pmericans from the Castside
Negroes from the Eastslide

The responses of members of the different groups did not indicate
clearly differing attitudes except on one factor. The proportions of
majority and minority parents who felt that the Riverside problems were
handled ratker badly or very badly did not differ dramatically (30 per
cent majority and 1€ per cent minority). However, their reasons for
holding these opinions were quite different. The majority parents felt
that the schools had acquiesced to the demands of the minorities while the
minority parents felt that the schools had not satisfactorily met their needs.

Although the majority of the responses to each question were positive,
the number of parents expressing dissatisfaction with the schools was large
enough to cause concern, especially when the nature of the sample (discussed
earlier) Is considered. 17 it Is blased, as it probably Is, parents with
positive attltudes are probably over-represented and parents with negative
attitudes are probab!y under-represented,




